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Abstract: In the last decade, ion mobility spectrometry (IMS) has reemerged as an analytical separation
technique, especially due to the commercialization of ion mobility mass spectrometers. Its applicability
has been extended beyond classical applications such as the determination of chemical warfare agents
and nowadays it is widely used for the characterization of biomolecules (e.g., proteins, glycans, lipids,
etc.) and, more recently, of small molecules (e.g., metabolites, xenobiotics, etc.). Following this trend,
the interest in this technique is growing among researchers from different fields including food science.
Several advantages are attributed to IMS when integrated in traditional liquid chromatography
(LC) and gas chromatography (GC) mass spectrometry (MS) workflows: (1) it improves method
selectivity by providing an additional separation dimension that allows the separation of isobaric and
isomeric compounds; (2) it increases method sensitivity by isolating the compounds of interest from
background noise; (3) and it provides complementary information to mass spectra and retention time,
the so-called collision cross section (CCS), so compounds can be identified with more confidence,
either in targeted or non-targeted approaches. In this context, the number of applications focused on
food analysis has increased exponentially in the last few years. This review provides an overview of
the current status of IMS technology and its applicability in different areas of food analysis (i.e., food
composition, process control, authentication, adulteration and safety).
Keywords: food quality; IMS; food composition; food process control; food authentication; food
adulteration; food safety
1. Introduction
In the current context of food trade globalization and due to the recognized impact of the diet on
human health, food analysis has become more important than ever. Food analysis has today gone
beyond the traditional analysis of the major components of food and is more complex and broader. In
addition to the nutritional value of foodstuffs (i.e., carbohydrates, proteins, lipids, vitamins, minerals
and water), food analysis has been focused on food safety for a long time, mainly in the determination
of residues of pesticides and veterinary drugs. Nowadays, food safety analysis encompasses a wide
variety of compounds including natural contaminants (e.g., toxins) or anthropogenic contaminants such
as persistent organic pollutants (POPs) [1]. Understanding the interactions of food with the environment
and consequences (i.e., large-scale production, organic production, environmental contamination, etc.
and including the control of food processes, packaging, etc.), as well as its effects on consumers (e.g.,
investigation of bioactive compounds), is also gaining great importance. Other issues such as food
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authentication (i.e., quality, origin, etc.), adulteration and fraud detection have also acquired great
relevance in the field of food chemistry in the last few years [2].
Food analysis involves the determination of a wide range of compounds with different chemical
nature. Chromatographic techniques (i.e., liquid chromatography (LC) and gas chromatography
(GC)) coupled to mass spectrometry (MS) are the gold standard for this purpose because they allow
the analysis of molecules with different polarity and volatility as well as provide mass spectra for
compound identification. However, LC–MS and GC–MS methods still face several challenges related
to the complexity of food matrices, the presence of compounds at different concentration levels (from
pg/kg and pg/L to mg/kg and mg/L levels), and the existence of isobars and isomers that are not
separated in the chromatographic dimension and cannot be distinguished by MS.
Consequently, the development of more advanced analytical strategies is required for the analysis
of food composition, including nutritive and bioactive components, as well as to guarantee food safety
and avoid food fraud. Within this framework, ion mobility spectrometry (IMS) has been recently
introduced in the food chemistry field in order to improve LC–MS and GC–MS workflows. Despite the
fact that IMS can be used alone as analytical tool, it can also be coupled to other analytical separation
techniques such as LC, GC, capillary electrophoresis (CE), or supercritical fluid chromatography (SFC)
as well as to MS, enhancing their performance characteristics in terms of sensitivity, peak capacity, and
compound identification [3,4]. Its coupling with front-end separation techniques and with MS has
emerged as a useful approach to extend the current boundaries of analytical methods in food science,
and it can be anticipated that it will rapidly be growing in this field.
The implementation of IMS within the food analytical field is quite new [5–8], and is still barely
known by many researchers in this scientific area. Despite IMS fundamentals have been developed
since the beginning of the 20th century [9], it has not been until the recent commercialization of
hyphenated ion mobility-mass spectrometry (IM–MS) instruments when this technique has really
caught the attention of researchers from multiple fields, including food science. As a result, the number
of publications on IMS applications in food analysis has rapidly increased over the last few years
(Figure 1). Within this context, this review provides a general overview of IMS principles and presents
the current state of the art of this technology for food analysis purposes.
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2. Overview of Ion Mobility Spectrometry (IMS) Technique and Potential
IMS is an electrophoretic separation technique in which ionized compounds are separated in a
neutral gas phase at atmospheric or near to atmospheric pressure. Therefore, separation takes places
under an electric field (E) and is the result of the difference in mobility (K) of ions in the drift cell. K
refers to the time (td) required by the ions to traverse the length (l) of the mobility cell and is related to
the electric field according to Equation (1). In this equation, vd represents the steady-state net ion/gas
relative velocity [10].
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where z and e represent the absolute charge of the ion and the elementary charge, respectively; µ
encompasses the reduced mass of the ion–neutral drift gas pair (i.e., µ = mM/(m + M); m and M are
the ion and gas-particle masses, respectively); and kB is the Boltzmann constant.
CCS represents the averaged momentum transfer impact area of the ion and is a molecular
parameter related to ions size, shape and charge state. Therefore, CCS is widely used for structural
elucidation since it provides knowledge about the three dimensional (3D) conformation of ions in
the gas phase [13,14]. The correlation existing between this parameter and the mass-to-charge ratio
(m/z) is not negligible. However, it also gives additional information to retention index (e.g., retention
time, electrophoretic mobility, migration time, etc.), mass spectra, fragmentation and isotopic patterns,
etc., for peak annotation in analytical workflows, especially in omics approaches (e.g., metabolomics,
lipidomics) and, ultimately, for compound identification [15,16].
2.1. IMS Instrumentation
Nowadays, there is a wide variety of stand-alone IMS and IM–MS instruments on the market, but
they are based on different technologies that offer different advantages [4,14,17]. They can be classified
in time-dispersive, space-dispersive and trapping (i.e., ion confinement and release) technologies [18].
Drift tube ion mobility spectrometry (DTIMS) and travelling tube ion mobility spectrometry (TWIMS)
are two different types of time-dispersive forms. For example, DTIMS is currently commercialized
by Agilent (i.e., 6560 Ion Mobility LC/quadrupole-time of flight (Q–ToF)), Excellims Corporation
(i.e., high-performance ion mobility spectrometry (HPIMS) systems including MA3100 and RA4100
HPIMS–MS instruments), Gesellschaft für Analytische Sensorsysteme mbH (G.A.S.) (i.e., GC–IMS
systems) and TOFWerk (i.e., IMS-ToF), whereas TWIMS is available from Waters Corporation (i.e.,
Synapt G2-Si and Vion IMS QTof). High-field asymmetric waveform ion mobility spectrometry (FAIMS)
and differential ion mobility spectrometry (DIMS or DMS) belong to space-dispersive techniques. Both
FAIMS and DMS are based on the same principles of operation and mainly differ in the geometry
of the cell. FAIMS cells are curved whereas DMS cells present a planar geometry and, consequently,
they can lead to different analytical properties [19]. FAIMS systems are currently available from
Owlstone Medical (i.e., ultraFAIMS) and Thermo Fisher Scientific (i.e., Thermo Scientific FAIMS Pro
interface), whereas DMS is commercialized by SCIEX (i.e., SelexION). Until now, trapped ion mobility
spectrometry (TIMS), which represents a type of trapping technology, is the only IMS system of its
class that is currently commercially available (i.e., timsTOF from Bruker Daltonics).
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Regarding CCS-related measurements, they can only be carried out using IMS instruments that
operate at low electric fields (e.g., DTIMS) because the reduced mobility is independent of the electric
field under this condition. K0 becomes dependent of the reduced field strength (E/N) at high electric
fields (E/N > 4–10 Townsends (Td); 1 Td = 10−21 V m2) and Equation (3) is no longer applicable [10].
In this sense, only primary DTIMS methods can be applied to obtain CCS values directly, whereas
secondary DTIMS, TWIMS and TIMS methods require system calibration using reference compounds of
known CCS. Only those compounds characterized in terms of CCS by primary DTIMS methods can be
used as calibrants [20]. The same results should be obtained for the CCS of a specific ion independently
of the IMS platform employed if secondary methods operate under the same experimental conditions
(i.e., temperature, drift gas, E/N, etc.) as primary methods. Since this is not always possible, CCS is a
method-dependent value [20]. Specific annotation (IMS formCCSdrift gas, IMS form: DT for DTIMS, TW
for TWIMS, TIMS for TIMS; and drift gas: N2, CO2, He, etc.) is currently accepted to indicate the type
of IMS technology and drift gas used for CCS measurements [11].
In DTIMS and TWIMS methods, ions travel through the drift cell against the buffer gas describing
a similar path, so they are separated according to their mobility in the drift cell (Figure 2). Compact
molecules collide less frequently with the molecules of drift gas (normally N2 or He, but also CO2),
so they present a higher mobility (i.e., a smaller CCS) and cross the cell faster than elongated molecules.
Molecules 2019, 24, x FOR PEER REVIEW  4 of 28 
 
Regarding CCS-related measurements, they can only be carried out using IMS instruments that 
operate at low electric fields (e.g., DTIMS) because the reduced mobility is independent of the electric 
field under this condition. K0 becomes dependent of the reduced field strength (E/N) at high electric 
fields (E/N > 4–10 Townsends (Td); 1 Td = 10−21 V m2) and Equation (3) is no longer applicable [10]. In 
this sense, only primary DTIMS methods can be applied to obtain CCS values directly, whereas 
secondary DTIMS, TWIMS and TIMS methods require system calibration using reference compounds 
of known CCS. Only those compounds characterized in terms of CCS by primary DTIMS methods 
can be used as calibrants [20]. The same results should be obtained for the CCS of a specific ion 
independently of the IMS platform employed if secondary methods operate under the same 
experimental conditions (i.e., temperature, drift gas, E/N, etc.) as primary methods. Since this is not 
always possible, CCS is a method-dependent value [20]. Specific annotation (IMS formCCSdrift gas, IMS 
form: DT for DTIMS, TW for TWIMS, TIMS for TIMS; and drift gas: N2, CO2, He, etc.) is currently 
accepted to indicate the type of IMS technology and drift gas used for CCS measurements [11]. 
In DTIMS and TWIMS methods, ions travel through the drift cell against the buffer gas 
describing a similar path, so they are separated according to their mobility in the drift cell (Figure 2). 
Compact molecules collide less frequently with the molecules of drift gas (normally N2 or He, but 
also CO2), so they present a higher mobility (i.e., a smaller CCS) and cross the cell faster than 
elongated molecules. 
 
Figure 2. Schematic representation of commercially available IMS forms. 
DTIMS is the former and simplest form of IMS, and DTIMS cells consist of a series of piled 
electrodes that generate a weak uniform electric field. In general, E/N varies between 1 to 15 Td [20]. 
DTIMS works as a primary method when stepped field experiments are carried out. In this case, the 
arrival time (tA) is measured at multiple fixed drift voltages, and each tA value represents the sum of 
drift time (td) of ions and the time elapsing between the moment when ions exit the drift tube and 
their detection (t0). Subsequently, the reduced mobility can be directly obtained by applying Equation 
(4) and the CCS is further calculated by Mason–Schamp equation, Equation (3) [21]. 












+ t0 (4) 
Figure 2. Schematic representation of commercially available IMS forms.
DTIMS is the former and simplest form of IMS, and DTIMS cells consist of a series of piled
electrodes that generate a weak uniform electric field. In general, E/N varies between 1 to 15 Td [20].
DTIMS works as a primary method when stepped field experiments are carried out. In this case, the
arrival time (tA) is measured at multiple fixed drift voltages, and each tA value represents the sum of
drift time (td) of ions and the time elapsing between the moment when ions exit the drift tube and their
detection (t0). Subsequently, the reduced mobility can be directly obtained by applying Equation (4)
and the CCS is further calculated by Mason–Schamp equation, Equation (3) [21].
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In general, the term ‘arrival time distribution’ (ATD) should be used because IMS measurements
are based on a population of ions rather than on a single ion and they do not reach one point of the
instrument at the same time. ATD gives information about how homogeneous is the population of
ions, and it should be reported in addition to tA [20]. Furthermore, it must be noted that stepped
field methods are limited to the K0/CCS characterization of molecules because the analysis of complex
samples is not feasible with them. Consequently, DTIMS usually works in single-field mode in which a
single linear voltage is applied along the drift tube. In this condition, DTIMS operates as a secondary
method and CCS calibration is required to measure this molecular descriptor [22].
Unlike in DTIMS, a dynamic electric field is applied in TWIMS to separate the ions [17]. TWIMS
systems consist of a stacked ring ion guide where a pulsed differential voltage is applied to each
electrode. As a result, a wave of electric potential travels along the drift tube and propels the ions
axially. Ions are subjected to a varying voltage with a maximum E/N of 160 Td [10], and their separation
depends on the speed and magnitude of the voltage wave. Voltage waves move faster than the ions,
so they roll over the wave and require a succession of them to reach the exit of the mobility cell.
In addition, in order to prevent the ions being pushed towards the drift tube wall, radio-frequency
(RF) voltages of opposite phases are periodically applied to adjacent electrodes causing the radial
confinement of ions [4,23].
On the other hand, TIMS instruments consist of three regions of electrodes: entrance funnel, TIMS
tunnel, and exit funnel (Figure 2). Unlike in DTIMS and TWIMS where an electric field is applied to
push the ions through the cell, in TIMS systems, an electric field (i.e., 45–150 Td) is applied to trap the
ions and they are only dragged through the drift tube towards the detector by the gas [24]. Initially,
ions are accumulated for a fixed period of time and directed to the entrance funnel. Subsequently, they
are released into the TIMS funnel traversing an axial electric field gradient (EFG). When the velocity of
the buffer gas (vg) is equaled by the opposite steady state drift velocity of the ion (vd), ions reach a
stationary state and are trapped in a moving column of gas. Finally, the EFG is decreased and ions are
released towards the exit funnel. Large ions with lower K are eluted before more compact ions since
the dependence of the drift time on K0 is opposite to DTIMS [25].
Finally, FAIMS and DMS instruments do not separate ions in function of their mobility in
a neutral gas as in DTIMS, TWIMS or TIMS, but rather by the ratio of low-field to high-field
mobilities [17]. Consequently, CCS values cannot be obtained by these systems. In FAIMS/DMS
systems, a time-dependent electric field is applied between two parallel electrodes. Low and high
electric fields of opposite polarities are simultaneously applied (i.e., high electric fields > 30 Td) [26],
taking into account that the product of the voltage (commonly referred as dispersive voltage, DV) and
time for each condition must be the same as shown in Figure 2 [19]. Low electric fields are applied
for longer periods than high electric fields. Moreover, a compensation voltage (CV) is applied to one
of the electrodes with the aim of avoiding that ions collide against them. As a result, the trajectory
of ions is altered ensuring that they migrate to the exit of the cell. In this sense, FAIMS and DMS act
as selective instruments because the CV is an analyte-dependent parameter and they are not able to
scan the complete CV range during the transition of ions through the cell. Unlike in other IMS forms
where all the ions are normally detected, in FAIMS/DMS technology, only those analytes related to the
selected CVs reach the detector.
More detailed information about the operation and physical principles of the different IMS
forms can be found in specialized literature [17,19,25,27,28]. Furthermore, a guide about how IMS
experiments must be reported, including CCS measurements, has been recently published [20]. It
is recommended to follow this guide for the communication of IMS-related results because it will
probably set the basis for future guidelines and standards in ion mobility.
2.2. Collision Cross Section (CCS) for Structural Elucidation
As previously mentioned, IMS also gives access to the CCS characteristic which, in certain cases,
provides additional information to mass spectra and retention index. It can be highly valuable for a
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higher confidence in the determination of residues and contaminants in food safety or for achieving
a more complete fingerprint of food products. In the last few years, several CCS databases have
been built in an attempt to use this characteristic as an identification parameter [11,15]. In general,
there is still much controversy about the added value provided by this parameter in comparison to
mass spectra. It cannot be denied that CCS and m/z are not fully orthogonal parameters since a close
correlation exists between them, as observed in Figure 3B. Nevertheless, slight differences existing
between the CCS of molecules with similar or equal m/z (i.e., isobars and isomers) can be enough to
distinguish them (differences of at least 1.5–1.8% (2.0–6.5 Å2) in apparent CCS values for accurate CCS
determination [29]).
Regarding the application of CCS databases, an error threshold of ±2% is currently accepted
for CCS measurements in comparison to CCS values reported by them (Equation (5)). However, the
threshold of ±2% could potentially be reduced, which will give more confidence to the results [30].
Even so, this threshold for CCS measurements can still result in being more effective than isotopic
pattern or fragmentation criteria to reduce the number of false positive results in automated screening
workflows and avoid the requirement of post manual verification or confirmation analysis [31].







IMS separations typically take place in the millisecond range, so they can be easily carried out
after traditional chromatographic or electrophoretic separations (i.e., LC, GC, SFC, and CE), which
occur in the second range. The selection of the chromatographic/electrophoretic technique is obviously
influenced by the nature of analytes (e.g., SFC for polar compounds, CE for polar and ionic compounds,
GC for volatiles). Moreover, MS separations last microseconds so IM-MS hyphenation is also possible.
IMS is normally coupled to time-of-flight (ToF)-MS due to its high acquisition rate. Indeed, as indicated
in Section 2.1, several IMS systems combined with ToF-MS technology are already available on the
market as integrated instruments.
GC was one of the first analytical techniques to be coupled to IMS, which has been mainly used
as a detector in GC–IMS configurations [3,32]. GC–IMS hyphenation has been widely applied to the
analysis of volatile compounds in food samples because stand-alone IMS systems generally provide
low resolution. Both analytical techniques present a high degree of orthogonality, so selectivity and
peak capacity are improved. However, LC–IM–MS platforms are currently becoming very popular and
are used for numerous applications [4]. In this context, the integration of IMS in LC–MS workflows
introduces a third separation dimension that improves peak capacity and allows the separation of
isobars and isomers [33]. The implementation of IMS in LC–MS workflows increase peak capacity at
least 2 or 3-fold [34,35], although this improvement ultimately depends on IMS resolution and the
analytical application. Moreover, chromatographic peaks are extracted from background noise which
provides cleaned-up chromatograms and mass spectra, leading to an improvement of the limits of
detection (LODs) and sensitivity. Mass spectral data can also be interpreted more easily. Undoubtedly,
these characteristics have contributed to the implementation of IMS technology in the food science
field where samples present a high complexity and some compounds need to be determined at low
concentration levels (i.e., ppb and ppt ranges).
From a technical point of view, limited dynamic range and ion loss have been traditionally
attributed to LC–IM–MS in comparison to LC–MS methods [36]. However, several technological
advances have been accomplished in the last years and, for example, some recent studies indicate that
hyphenation with an ion mobility device does not affect the linear dynamic range [37]. Furthermore,
it is important to remark that each IMS form can improve the performance of LC–MS methods in
one way or another, but they are not exempt of limitations [4,14]. Therefore, the choice of the IMS
technology will depend on the purpose of the intended application. In general, FAIMS and DMS
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provide higher orthogonality to MS than DTIMS and TWIMS but they act as signal filters according to
the CV selected. Consequently, information about the sample is lost because the number of detected
compounds is limited.
Finally, independent of whether stand-alone IMS, IM–MS or LC–IM–MS platforms are used,
samples need to be ionized prior to entering into the mobility cell. Nowadays, electrospray ionization
(ESI) is the gold standard for IMS analyses, although 63Ni radioactive ionization sources are widely
used in portable IMS instruments. Other ionization sources such as photoionization, corona discharge
(CD) and pulse glow discharge (PGD) have also been used in food applications, but to a lesser extent [8].
Sample ionization is a process to be controlled because, as well as ion transportation and storage, it
influences the conformation of ions and, consequently, their mobility. In addition, different adducts and
ions with different charges states and sites (e.g., protomers) can be detected for the same compound [20],
and their formation during the ionization can be altered by experimental conditions (i.e., ionization
source and related parameters, solvents composition, etc.). In the context of food analysis, specifically
in food safety, the identification of protomers is of high relevance since it could justify why some
compounds lead to non-compliance with confirmation criteria based on ion fragmentation ratios and
are not detected in screening analyses [38,39]. In addition, if it is applicable, a different td, K or CCS
could potentially be obtained for each ion which provides more information for peak annotation. But
it also hinders data treatment due to the number of species or ‘features’ that are detected. In this sense,
data treatment generally remains as the main bottleneck of hyphenated LC–IM–MS systems, and a
higher development is still required to successfully integrate IMS data in current LC–MS workflows.
3. Applications of IMS in Food Analysis
The application of IMS in food science is still in its early years, especially those approaches
involving IM–MS or LC–IM–MS hyphenation. Despite IMS, and specifically IM-MS, has found its
main application in omics approaches (i.e., proteomics and metabolomics, including lipidomics and
glycomics) [40–42], this technique has barely been exploited for the specific analysis of composition
and nutritional value of food, and their health benefits and risks (i.e., foodomics). Nevertheless, it is
expected that its use will be extended rapidly to foodomics where a wide range of food metabolites need
to be characterized for understanding their effects on human health. For example, the effects of coffee
consumption on lipids profile (i.e., 853 lipid species from 14 lipid classes) have been investigated by
DMS-triple quadrupole (QqQ)/linear ion trap (LIT)–MS [43]. This lipidomics approach has suggested
that coffee intake alters glycerophospholipid metabolism and supports previous studies about the
health benefits of drinking coffee.
The interest for this technology is growing and an increasing number of IMS-based methods have
already been developed for food analysis, especially for food safety and food authentication purposes.
A selection of the most recent applications of IMS in food science, including food composition, process,
authentication, adulteration, and safety, is presented below. This section intends to provide a general
vision of the potential of this technique for food analysis rather than being a comprehensive summary
of all related articles that have been reported in the last years.
In general, IMS applications in food science cover from the determination of a predetermined
number of compounds (i.e., targeted analysis) to the analysis of a large non-predetermined set of
molecules (i.e., non-targeted analysis). As will be shown in the following sections, IMS has mainly been
applied to targeted or semi-targeted analysis until now. However, it is expected that it will be widely
used in non-targeted approaches, such as in food fingerprinting, where a large number of compounds
are detected and the performance characteristics of analytical methods need to be improved (i.e.,
requirement of higher resolving power, tools to support molecular identification, simplification of
mass spectra, etc.). On the other hand, current IMS applications in food analysis can be classified
in three types: 1) those using stand-alone IMS instruments in which their intrinsic low selectivity is
not a limitation, 2) approaches where IMS is coupled to a chromatography technique, usually GC,
and mainly acts as a detector, and 3) applications based on LC–IM–MS workflows (alternatively
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GC–IM–MS) in which the potential of IMS is fully exploited [i.e., extra separation dimension that
improves selectivity and sensitivity (separation of isomers and isobars, and isolation of compounds of
interest form background noise), compound selection based on their CVs (in FAIMS and DMS), CCS as
an additional molecular descriptor (except in FAIMS and DMS)].
3.1. Food Composition
From a chemical composition point of view, food consists of a wide variety of compounds that can
be divided in macronutrients (i.e., proteins, carbohydrates, lipids and vitamins) and micronutrients
(e.g., polyphenols, etc.). Nowadays, IMS applications in food composition cover a wide variety of
substances (e.g., lipids, peptides, phenolic compounds, terpenes, etc.) [44–47], including allergens [48],
and samples (e.g., flours, olive oil, mushrooms, etc.) [48–50]. Due to the complexity of food matrices,
stand-alone IMS has rarely been investigated in food composition studies, although it has found a
wider application in food process analysis where few and specific compounds are determined, as
will be shown in Section 3.2. As an example, stand-alone IMS has been used for the analysis of
seven alcohol sweeteners in chewing gum, identifying the presence of sorbitol [51]. Other peaks
were also observed in the ion mobility spectrum which were attributed to gum base components.
However, this fact highlights the requirement of IM–MS for proper identification. Furthermore, more
analytical information is obtained when IMS is combined with other analytical techniques such as LC
or GC. Chromatographic and IMS separations are not correlated [44,46] (Figure 3), so their coupling
improves peak capacity and enables the detection of a larger number of compounds. This advantage is
widely used for food fingerprinting at low cost [50,52,53], without applying MS which is an expensive
technology. In this case, if complete food characterization is required, standards of those substances
that are potentially present in the sample must also be characterized in terms of retention time and
mobility, drift time, or CCS. Consequently, peaks resulting from sample analysis can be tentatively
identified (MS is mandatory for identity confirmation).
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In this context, the volatil r s) fraction of olive oils has b en widely
studied by GC–IMS, and headspace (HS) analysis has been usually carried out for this pu pose [49,52,53].
In general, IMS offers high sen itivity allowing the detection of olive oil volatiles in the ra ge of
0.01–0.05 ppm, which is usually below th dor threshold of many compounds in extra virgin
olive oils (EVOO) [53]. Several aldehy s (e.g., hexanal, 2-hexenal), ketones (e.g., 1-penten-3-ol),
alcohols (e.g., 1-pentanol, 1-hexanol, etc.) and esters ( .g., hexylacetate), which are related to desirable
attributes of olive oils, are present in their VOCs fraction. Their targeted analysis by HS–GC–DTIMS
combined with chemometrics has been shown to be an effective strategy to characterize olive oils and
distinguish them according to their quality (i.e., extra virgin, virgin and lampante) [49]. As alternative
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to HS analysis, olive oils samples can be submitted to laser desorption–GC–IMS analysis for the
simultaneous characterization of VOCs fraction and detection of semi- and non-volatile compounds
(e.g., (E,Z)-2,4-dodecadiene, 1-dodecene, (E)-2-hexenal, phenol, ß-pinene, benzaldehyde, acetic acid,
limonene, 1-hexanol, nonanal, 1-heptanol, and octanal [54]. In comparison to HS, a higher number of
signals were detected when laser desorption was applied to the analysis of oil samples. Despite the
analysis of certain markers providing useful information about olive oils quality, statistical models
for olive oils classification are improved when oil fingerprinting (i.e., semi-targeted or non-targeted
analysis) is carried out [52,53]. This is because food fingerprinting gives a more complete picture of
samples composition than the analysis of specific compounds. In the case of using GC–IMS methods,
this implies that samples are differentiated according to biomarkers not identified, but characterized
analytically. In addition to olive oils, HS–GC–DTIMS has also been applied to characterize the volatile
fingerprint of fresh and dried Tricholoma matsutake Singer samples [50] and green tea aromas [55].
Unlike GC–IMS, LC–IMS coupling has not been evaluated so far for food composition analysis
according to the literature. Nevertheless, the determination of phenolic acids in seedling roots by
high-performance liquid chromatography (HPLC)–ESI–DTIMS has been recently reported [56], and
this application can be extended to food composition analysis. Several compounds co-eluted in the
chromatographic dimension (i.e., vanillic acid and caffeic acid; ferulic acid and sinapic acid; benzoic
acid and salicylic acid), but they were separated in the ion mobility dimension. It demonstrated the
potential of IMS for improving analytical separations at low analysis times (< 30 ms).
A new trend is to integrate IMS in LC–MS workflows for achieving the separation of isomers and
isobars that are not resolved in the chromatographic dimension. For example, milk oligosaccharide
isomers lacto-N-hexaose (LNH) and lacto-N-neo-hexaose (LNnH) are difficult to separate by LC and
tandem MS provides similar fragmentation patterns in both positive and negative mode. However,
both carbohydrates are baseline resolved by IMS under negative ionization conditions [57]. In this
case, the statement ‘IMS separates ions rather than molecules’ is clearly exemplified. Deprotonated
forms of LNH and LNnH were separated because they presented different CCS, but it was not the case
for their sodium adducts. Therefore, ionization conditions have a special relevance for IMS results and,
if there are not ionization constraints (i.e., ion suppression, low ionization for targeted analytes), they
must be investigated when performing IMS experiments.
In general, IMS is considered as a third separation dimension in LC–MS workflows, but it can
also act as a fourth dimension if a two-dimensional (2D) chromatographic separation is performed
prior to IM–MS analysis. Food matrices are highly complex and one single LC or GC separation
can be insufficient to provide a satisfactory degree of resolving power for their characterization.
Advanced approaches such as LC × LC and GC × GC have been developed to enhance peak capacity
which is increased even more when IMS is integrated in LC × LC–MS workflows, as shown in the
analysis of phenolic compounds in chestnut (i.e., ellagitannins and gallotannins), grape seed (i.e.,
procyanidins), rooibos tea and red wine (i.e., flavonoid and non-flavonid phenolics) [58]. TWIMS
improved the practical peak capacity from 7- to 17-fold (depending on the sample) in comparison
to a 2D–hydrophilic interaction liquid chromatography (HILIC)-reverse phase (RP)–LC–ToF–MS
method. Regarding the orthogonality degree of separation methods, lower orthogonality was found
for a HILIC–TWIMS combination (52%), whereas the orthogonality existing between RP-LC and
TWIMS was surprisingly higher (73%) than the orthogonality resulted from HILIC–RP–LC combination
(67%). 2D–LC–IMS–MS approaches clearly reveal a higher complexity of food samples and improve
the probabilities of distinguishing between isobaric and isomeric compounds [59]. For example,
2D–ultra-high performance liquid chromatography (UHPLC)–TWIMS–ToF–MS has been applied to
the characterization of ginsenosides in white and red ginsengs which are diet supplements, and from
the 201 compounds identified, 10 pairs of co-eluting isobaric ginsenosides were resolved only by
IMS [60]. On the other hand, 2D–GC–IMS–MS methods have not been reported for the analysis of
food samples, but the potential of this strategy has already been shown for the analysis of volatiles in
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medical herbs [61]. Consequently, similar approaches can be applied to the determination of the VOCs
fraction of foodstuff.
Finally, IMS provides structural information of the ionized compounds (i.e., CCS), giving a
more complete overview of food composition [44,62]. In the context of food composition analysis,
DTCCSN2 libraries have been developed for the characterization of phenolic acids in wine [46] and
lipids in bovine milk [44]. In this last case, lipid identification rates were increased when CCS, in
addition to retention time and accurate m/z, was considered as molecular descriptor. Machine-learning
algorithms were developed for the classification of 429 lipids according to their family class (i.e.,
triacylglycerides, diacylglycerides, phosphatidylcholines, and sphingomyelins) and carbon number.
In general, a satisfactory classification rate (84.01%) was achieved when retention time and m/z
were selected as analytical parameters. Classification accuracy was increased to 91.78% when CCS
was included in the model, mainly due to the separation of isomeric species. This model was
further improved to include the unsaturation level and, as a proof of concept, finally applied to the
classification of 2087 bovine milk lipidomics data. As a result, 429 lipids, which were previously
identified, were accurately classified whereas 179 unknown lipids were also annotated confidently.
The identification of steviol glycosides represents another example of the applicability of CCS values
for food characterization [62]. Steviol glycosides encompass a wide range of isomeric compounds
and related molecules that can co-elute or result in similar fragment ions, impacting identification
certainty. In order to improve the characterization of food products containing steviol sweeteners,
a library of TWCCSN2 values was developed and applied to the fingerprinting of 55 food commodities.
TWCCSN2 values contributed to the identification of several isomeric pairs such as rebaudioside E and
rebaudioside A ([M −H]− m/z 965.4230, CCS = 289.2 and 298.8 Å2) and stevioside and rebaudioside
B ([M − H]− m/z 803.3701, CCS = 269.6 and 261.2 Å2), without requiring ion fragmentation for
identification, which cannot provide relevant information at low analyte concentrations.
3.2. Food Process Control
Food process control requires rapid response analytical tools, mainly intended as the analysis of
many volatile compounds, in order to monitor industrial processes in near-real time and make rapid
decisions if needed. In this sense, VOCs fraction can be related to storage conditions and production
process, being also an indicator of the shelf life of food products. Consequently, volatiles are usually
analyzed as part of food process and quality control. Stand-alone IMS represents a good option for this
purpose because it allows the quick detection of volatile compounds (~20 s) at low cost, which is also
attractive for industrial companies.
IMS has been widely applied to control the freshness of food products with special attention to
the determination of biogenic amines [7,8], which are usually associated with fermentation processes
and food degradation. Stand-alone IMS devices, which typically consist of DTIMS systems, are
commercialized with different ionization sources. Therefore, the instrument to be used depends on
the nature of analytes and their ionization characteristics. This is not a disadvantage for the analysis
of biogenic amines by IMS because similar LODs can be reached (i.e., 0.1–1.2 ppm expressed as
vapor in air for trimethylamine, putrescine and cadaverine), independent of the ionization source (i.e.,
photo-ionization, corona discharge, and radioactive ion sources) [63]. Stand-alone IMS methods have
been reported for the determination of histamine in tuna fish [64], trimethylamine in seafood [65],
and the simultaneous analysis of histamine, putrescine, cadaverine, tyramine in canned fish [66].
Stand-alone IMS applications have also been developed to detect the presence of off-flavors and
contaminants generated during food processing and storage such as 2,4,6-trichloroanisole [67], and
furfural and hydroxymethylfurfural toxicants [68].
Due to the low selectivity of stand-alone IMS instruments, the combination of HS–GC with IMS
is recommended for the simultaneous analysis of several volatile compounds in liquid and solid
samples in food quality control [5]. Despite chromatographic separations requiring several minutes,
HS–GC–IMS can be less time-consuming and more environmentally friendly than other analytical and
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physico-chemical approaches currently used in food process control [69]. HS–GC–IMS methods have
been applied to study lipid oxidation processes experienced by roasted peanuts [70] and EVOO [69]
during storage.
In addition to the selective analysis of specific volatile substances, the profiling of VOCs fraction
by IMS approaches can provide more complete information about the freshness and storage conditions
of food products such as fish [71] and eggs [72]. VOCs profiling by GC–IMS usually requires
chemometrics for data treatment in order to classify the samples, although the majority of compounds
remain unidentified. It does not represent a limitation for sample classification, but compound
identification is essential to understand fermentation and other decay processes. For example, up to
35 potential markers related to freshness were detected in the VOC fraction of eggs, but only a few
compounds (i.e., butyl acetate, heptanal, dimethyl disulfide, dimethyl trisulfide and 1-butanol) were
identified (Figure 4) [72]. Nevertheless, eggs were correctly classified according to their freshness
(from 0 to 5 days at room temperature) by a principal component analysis (PCA) model. A supervised
orthogonal partial least square discriminant analysis (OPLS–DA) model was finally developed to
maximize the separation of both groups (i.e., fresh eggs vs. non-fresh eggs).
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milliseconds allowing the direct monitoring of VOCs evolution, which involves time- and cost-saving
on sample preparation as well as avoids process interruption. Corona discharge–DTIMS–ToF–MS has
been proposed for the on-line monitoring of VOCs formation in coffee roasting processes [75]. More
than 150 VOCs were observed during the roasting of Brazilian Coffea arabica beans, and several alkyl
pyrazines, fatty acids and other organic acids were identified. Some of them were isomers and isobars,
so MS was not enough to identify them. Nevertheless, the integration of DTIMS in the analytical
workflow allowed their separation according to their DTCCSN2 (e.g., unsaturated fatty acids presented
smaller DTCCSN2), facilitating their identification.
3.3. Food Authentication
Chemical fingerprinting of food products and chemometrics are widely used for food
authentication and ultimately to identify food fraud [76]. Within this framework, metabolomics
fingerprinting is a promising strategy for food authentication that combines both approaches. In this
sense, it is very efficient and has already shown clear benefits over traditional methods [77]. At the
moment, only one study has been reported about the applicability of LC–IM–MS in metabolomics
fingerprinting for food authentication [78]. The metabolic fingerprint of 42 red wines from the Republic
of Macedonia was obtained by LC–ESI–DTIMS–ToF–MS, and the detected features were characterized
in terms of retention time, accurate mass and DTCCSN2 under positive and negative ionization
conditions. DTCCSN2 values added an extra-identification point for the putative identification of
several phenolic compounds and other grape reaction products. After data treatment by PCA, Vranec
wines were clearly distinguished from other varieties such as Cabernet Sauvignon or Merlot wines.
In general, IMS-based methods for food authentication have mainly been developed for the
fingerprinting of volatile and semi-volatile compounds, usually involving GC–IMS hyphenation.
GC–IMS methods in combination with chemometrics have been successfully applied to the
authentication assessment of oils [79,80], meat products [81,82], wines [83] and honey [84]. For example,
EVOO are ‘designation of origin’ (DO) products of high value, so their authentication is required
not only to detect any fraud related to oil quality but also to identify mislabeling regarding origin.
Based on the analysis of the VOCs by HS–GC–DTIMS, high discrimination rates (i.e., 98% and 92% by
PCA-linear discriminant analysis (LDA) and PCA-k-nearest neighbors (kNN), respectively) have been
reached to effectively discriminate between EVOO from Italy and Spain [80]. A similar HS–GC–DTIMS
approach has been followed to authenticate Iberian hams and discard mislabeling [81]. The monitoring
of specific non-identified markers by HD–GC–DTIMS and the application of orthogonal projections to
latent structures discriminant analysis allowed to distinguish hams with a discrimination rate of 100%.
As a third example, a HS–GC–DTIMS method has also been applied to identify the botanical source of
different types of honey [84], since faulty declaration of the botanical source constitutes one of the main
frauds on honey products. VOC profiling by HS–GC–DTIMS provided a discrimination rate (>98.6%
according to PCA-linear-discriminant analysis (LDA)) as high as proton nuclear magnetic resonance
(1H-NMR) spectroscopy, which has been widely investigated for honey authentication in the last years.
Despite the efficiency showed by GC–IMS for the authentication of food products, the information
resulting from GC–IMS analyses is very limited since MS is not included in the analytical workflow and
markers cannot be identified. Only those compounds whose standards are available in the laboratory
can be identified according to their retention and drift time, whereas the majority of compounds in
the sample remain unknown. Nevertheless, discrimination of food products of different geographical
origin, nature, quality, etc. can be achieved by GC–IMS–chemometrics methods based on unidentified
markers. These strategies are usually recommended as screening approaches since molecular identities
are generally required for confirmation.
3.4. Food Adulteration
The detection of food adulteration represents a particular case of food authentication in which
substances are intentionally added to food products to decrease and mask their quality or valuable
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ingredients are removed in order to obtain higher economic profit. Consequently, similar IMS-based
approaches as those shown in Section 3.3 have been proposed for the identification of this type of
food fraud. HS–GC–IMS in combination with chemometrics has been evaluated for detecting the
adulteration of winter honey (derived from Schefflera actinophylla (Endl.) Harms and wild Eurya spp.
(Theaceae)) with cheaper Sapium honey [85], canola oil with other vegetable oils (i.e., sunflower,
soybean, and peanut oils) [86], and crude palm oil with process byproducts of lower quality (i.e.,
palm fiber oil and sludge palm oil) [87]. As previously mentioned, GC–IMS methods should mainly
be used as screening approaches because MS results essential for confirmation. However, screening
methods are required for rapid analysis at lower cost and are of special interest for carrying out in
situ analyses. Thus, only a few suspicious samples are sent to the laboratory for confirmation. In this
context, stand-alone in combination with chemometrics has been investigated for the rapid detection
of EVOO [88], sesame oil [89], and flaxseed oil [90] adulteration with vegetable oils of lower quality.
Therefore, and despite the lack of selectivity of IMS, these applications demonstrate its efficiency to
initially discriminate between allegedly adulterated samples and samples that are in compliance with
their quality and labeling.
3.5. Chemical Food Safety
Chemical food safety covers the determination of a wide range of residues and contaminants
(i.e., pesticides, veterinary drugs, toxins, environmental contaminants, etc.) in feed and food-related
matrices; being one of the food science fields where IMS has found a wider application. Within this
framework, the analysis of pesticides in a great variety of vegetables (i.e., apples, tomatoes, cucumbers,
etc.), juices, oils, animal feed and water samples has been the topic most investigated [8]. IMS has been
shown to be a solution for answering current society’s concerns such as the presence of glyphosate in
drinking water (as well as in other food products). The determination of glyphosate is quite difficult
due to its ionic character, low volatility and low molecular weight. However, the LOD achieved by
IMS for drinking water analysis (i.e., 10 µg/L) is comparable to those reported by HPLC and GC–MS
(i.e., 0.02–50 µg/L) or ion chromatography (i.e., 15.4 µg/L) methods [91]. Despite of the potential of IMS
for food safety applications, other food contaminants and residues rather than pesticides have been
scarcely studied by IMS [8].
The analysis of residues and contaminants in food products faces the same issues as other
areas of food analysis (i.e., high complexity of food matrices requiring high selective analytical
techniques, presence of isomers and isobars, and requirement of detecting compounds at very low
concentration levels) but, in this particular case, it must also comply several regulations according to
the compounds analyzed. From a legal perspective, the employment of MS is practically mandatory in
order to reach enough identification points (IP), so IM–MS related methods are of major interest for
chemical food safety applications. However, IMS-based methods do not follow current guidelines
and regulations concerning analytical methods intended to the determination of pesticides (e.g.,
SANTE/11813/2017 [92]), veterinary drugs (e.g., Regulation 2002/657/EC [93] or mycotoxins (e.g.,
SANTE/12089/2016 [94]). Indeed, because this particular technique has not been considered in the
corresponding documents and no IP is allocated to CCS determination yet, this impairs its use as official
identification criteria. For instance, scientists currently working is the revision of decision 2002/657/EC
are debating the value of this new parameter as a criterion for identification and, if necessary, the value
of the IP awarded [(acceded on 12 June 2019), [95]].
Under this context, stand-alone IMS and GC–IMS methods have been widely proposed for
chemical food safety analyses [8], but they are outside the current frame of food law enforcement.
Moreover, despite the use of stand-alone IMS has been shown to be an effective strategy for the rapid and
in situ detection of residues and contaminants [96], its selectivity is limited and samples must normally
be submitted to selective sample treatments prior analysis. In this sense, molecularly imprinted
solid-phase extraction (MIPSE) and immunoaffinity chromatography (IAC) have been commonly
employed for the selective extraction of the analytes of interest and to avoid matrix background.
Molecules 2019, 24, 2706 14 of 28
For example, IAC has been applied to the analysis of fungicides in strawberry juices and wines [97]
and mycotoxins (i.e., aflatoxins B1 and B2) in pistachios [98], whereas MISPE has been use to study the
uptake and translocation of a neonicotinoid pesticide (i.e., imidacloprid) in chili and tomato plants [99].
Regarding GC–IMS methods, IMS has been useful to separate pesticides that were not resolved in the
chromatographic dimension [100,101], although in general it merely acts as detector [32].
In chemical food safety, tandem mass spectrometry (MS/MS) and high-resolution mass
spectrometry (HRMS) are usually employed with the aim of achieving the unequivocal identification
of compounds. The combination of IMS and HRMS or MS/MS has commonly been applied to clean
up mass spectra by removing matrix interferences and signal background. As a result, the task of
mass spectra interpretation is reduced and compounds at lower concentrations are detected more
easily. FAIMS and DMS are ion filters and this characteristic has been exploited to reduce the signal
background in the determination of the mycotoxin zearalenone and its metabolites in cornmeal [102].
LODs were consequently improved up to 25 and 42.5-fold when applying FAIMS–ESI–MS instead of
ESI–MS/MS or ESI–MS, respectively. Despite the characteristic of ion filtering is usually assigned to
FAIMS/DMS technology, DTIMS and TWIMS are also able to isolate analyte signals from chemical
background, improving concentration sensitivity [30,103]. In the context of chemical food safety, signal
to noise ratio (S/N) of LC–ESI–ToF–MS methods intended to monitoring steroids and their metabolites
in livestock were increased between 2 and 7 fold by the integration of TWIMS in the analytical workflow
(Figure 5) [30].
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separated by HILIC but it does not distinguish between non-sulphated saxitoxins analogues. These 
Figure 5. Extracted ion chromatograms (EICs) resulted from the analysis of: I) estradiol diglucuronide
(E2-DiG; 2 µg mL−1; [M + Na]+), and II) boldenone glucuronide (Bold-G; 0.2 µg mL−1; [M −H]−) in
adult bovine urine samples. The following filters were applied for signal processing of related total ion
chromatograms: A) m/z 647, B) m/z 647 and drift time range between 11.3 and 11.7 ms, C) m/z 461, D)
m/z 461 and drift time range between 4.9 and 5.2 ms. Figure adapted from [30], which is licensed under
CC BY- C- D 4.0 (changes: exa ple III has been re oved).
On the other hand, IMS–ESI–MS ethods provide r pid throughput as observ d in the separati
of isomeric perfluoroalkyl substances (PFAS) by DMS–trap qu drupole (LTQ)–MS [104]. Nevertheless,
food samples a e very complex and matrix compounds can cause ion suppr ssion when applying
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ESI ionization. This issue has a great impact on signal sensitivity so it must be avoided for achieving
robust and confident analyses. Thus, samples must normally be submitted to LC (or GC, SFC, CE)
separation after specific sample treatments and prior to IM–MS analysis in order to overcome this
effect. For example, FAIMS coupled to LTQ–Orbitrap has been shown to be a useful tool to separate
paralytic shellfish toxins epimeric pairs [105], but their analysis in shellfish tissue extracts required a
previous HILIC separation due to severe ionization suppression from matrix components. In general,
3D–LC–IM–MS separation is usually recommended when IMS is applied within the framework of
food safety.
In this sense, LC and IMS are complementary separation techniques because they are based on
different separation principles. Saxitoxins, which are a class of marine neurotoxins present in shellfish,
comprise a group of isomers that are not differentiated by MS. Some diastereomers can be separated by
HILIC but it does not distinguish between non-sulphated saxitoxins analogues. These molecules can
be separated by TWIMS which makes HILIC–TWIMS–MS the best solution for the analysis of these
group of substances in one single run [106]. Other examples of isobars and isomers separation by IMS
include veterinary drugs such as ractopamine/isoxuprine ([M + H]+; m/z 302.1751, TWCCSN2 = 171.9 Å2
and m/z 302.2025, TWCCSN2 = 173.6 Å2, respectively) by TWIMS [107] and isomeric environmental
contaminants such as 2,2′,4,5′,6-pentachlorobiphenyl (PCB-103) and 3,3′,4,4′,5-pentachlorobiphenyl
(PCB-126) ([M − Cl + O]−; m/z 304.9095, DTCCSN2 = 160.7 and 164.4 Å2, respectively) by DTIMS [108].
Furthermore, if the separation of isobars and isomers cannot be achieved under standard conditions
in the drift cell (i.e., only containing the drift gas), organic solvents (e.g., acetonitrile, methanol,
isopropanol, etc.) can be added into the buffer gas in DMS and FAIMS systems in order to improve
ion mobility separation [109]. This approach has been followed for the separation of the neurotoxin
β-N-methylamino-l-alanine (BMAA) and its isomer β-amino-N-methylalanine (BAMA) in mussel
tissues [110]. Both isomers were only resolved by HILIC–DMS–QqQ/LIT–MS when 0.35% acetonitrile
was added in the DMS carrier gas. DMS also improved the low sensitivity traditionally observed for
the analysis of BMAA by LC–MS methods.
Finally, as previously mentioned, IMS also provides additional analytical information to support
molecular assignment. For example, drift time has been used to identify 100 pesticides in different
vegetables and fruits by LC–TWIMS–ToF–MS [111]. This analytical property is not influenced by
the matrix but drift times are instrument-dependent, so these data cannot be extrapolated to other
IMS platforms. For this reason, the use of the CCS as the information provided by IMS has been
extended. Consequently, CCS databases can be created and applied to support the determination of
compounds, reducing the number of false negative/positives found in classical LC–MS workflows [112],
and increasing the detection rates at low concentration levels of residues [39]. In the current context
of Regulation 2002/657/EC revision, it has emerged the proposal to include the CCS as IP for the
identification of veterinary drugs in food [95]. Scientists and experts are currently debating the value
of grating IPs to the CCS and, if so, to determine its contribution in the 4 and 5 IPs required for the
confirmation of substances with maximum residues limits (MRLs) and non-authorized substances,
respectively. However, several concerns have been raised such as the lack of CCS databases and
the tolerance accepted for CCS measurements. While, until a few years ago, CCS had been barely
used as verification parameter in screening approaches due to the lack of databases, this situation has
now recently changed and several CCS databases for pesticides [112,113], veterinary drugs [114–116],
mycotoxins [117] and other contaminants [108], have been reported in the last five years.
Finally, recent applications of LC–ESI–TWIMS–ToF–MS methods, which include the CCS as
signal filter in data processing, report the analysis of mycotoxins in cereals [117] and pesticides in
green tea powder, fresh garlic, leek, fresh herb chives and rye [112], fish feed [31], and in 20 food
products (e.g., strawberries, honey, chia seed, etc.) that belong to six different commodities according
to SANTE/11813/2017 [39]. Other LC-TWIMS-MS applications in the context of food safety encompass
the identification and structural characterization of residues and contaminants, either for evaluating
exposure [118] or for studying their biotransformation [119].
Molecules 2019, 24, 2706 16 of 28
4. Current Perspectives of Ion Mobility Spectrometry
Significant progress has been made in IMS technology in the last years, especially in IM–MS
hyphenation. This fact has been directly reflected in the number of IMS-related applications
that are currently published in various scientific fields including food science, and the number
of related papers will keep growing due to technological developments in this analytical technique.
Advances are expected in three different senses: IMS coupling with MS technologies offering higher
resolution than ToF-MS (i.e., Fourier transform ion cyclotron resonance (FTICR) and Orbitrap–MS),
improvement in IMS resolution, and implementation of the CCS as a parameter to support molecular
assignment. In this section, only the last two topics will be discussed in more detail because the first
is more related to improvements in MS acquisition rates than to IMS evolution. Several prototypes
based on DTIMS/TWIMS–FTICR/Orbitrap–MS hyphenation have already been proposed; so further
developments are expected [41]. These developments will certainly open up new possibilities for
enhanced food fingerprinting, compounds identification and, ultimately, the discovery of substances,
including contaminants, present in food but not detected until now.
4.1. Improvement in Peak Resolution
The resolving power (Rp) of IMS is typically expressed in the scale of CCS for IMS-platform
comparison, although it excludes FAIMS/DMS systems. Rp is calculated according to Equation (6)





As a consequence of the Rp of IMS, the integration of this analytical technique in LC–MS workflows
increase their peak capacity. Thus, it can be expected that LC-IM-MS will quickly replace LC–MS
methods in many applications, including food analysis. Current IMS instrumentation provide a Rp up
to 300, so molecules presenting CCS differences (Equation (7)) as small as 0.5% can be separated [120].
However, commercial systems are not able to routinely offer this type of performance. TIMS is the
only capable to provide a Rp higher than 200 [41], which is considered the lower limit of ultra-high
resolution (UHR)IMS [23]. Rp of DTIMS systems is around 100 whereas TWIMS instruments currently
reach a maximum Rp of 40 [14,23]. Therefore, the development of UHRIMS and its implementation in
routine analysis obviously represent some of the main challenges of IMS, but it will also contribute to





As a result of the improvements on Rp expected in UHRIMS technology, IMS separations will be
able to provide similar peak capacities as LC at lower analysis times, which will be revolutionary from
an analytical point of view and transformative for several applications [121]. In general, limitations
on the applied field involve that Rp can only be increased by extending the drift path, although it
presents some practical constraints [17,23]. In this sense, two IMS approaches (i.e., cyclic-TWIMS
and structure for lossless ion manipulations (SLIM)–TWIMS) have successfully overcome these
drawbacks and, consequently, are gaining attention due to their enhanced Rp. In addition, a third
alternative was previously explored, namely the high resolution ion cyclotron mobility spectrometry
(cyclic-DTIMS) [122], which is a circular 180.88 cm-length drift tube consisting of four quarter-circle
drift tubes with ion funnels in between to re-focus the ions. Ions undergo multiple passes through
the drift path in order to improve their separation. Successive improved versions of this technology
have been shown to reach a Rp in excess of 1000 (as a consequence of 100 transits or cycles and
involving a drift length of over 180 m) [123]. Nevertheless, no further research has been reported about
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cyclic-DTIMS, probably due to the long measurement times required and the significant loss of ions at
long drift times of more than a second [23].
In cyclic-TWIMS, the drift cell is arranged in a circle configuration with pre- and post-store cells
for ejecting the ions in and out [124,125]. As a result, ions can be submitted to several passes enhancing
their separation. The resolution of multiple passes is given by Equation (8) where A is the single pass
resolution (~65, 98 cm pass length), n represents the number of passes, and z is the ion charge state.
RP = A(nz)
1/2 (8)
One single separation can be enough to obtain a general overview of samples and select the ATD
regions of interest that will be submitted to multiple passes. The selection of ATD regions is required
in order to avoid that the fastest ions trap the slowest ones, causing a ‘wrapping effect’. Due to its
enhanced Rp, cyclic-TWIMS provides new insights of ions conformation not previously described,
as observed for the three protomeric species of the veterinary drug danofloxacin (Figure 6) [126]. As
discussed above, it is relevant to characterize protomers in the food safety context because they do not
fragment in the same way and results could be non-compliant with confirmation criteria based on ion
fragmentation ratios. This technology was recently launched to the market by Waters Corporation
during the last American Society for Mass Spectrometry (ASMS) meeting (2019).
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SLIM–TWIMS technology is not yet commercially available, but it is also catching the attention
due to its high Rp resulted from its long drift path (~337, 540 m; 40 passes, 13.5-m path) [121]. As
occurs with cyclic-IMS, SLIM–IMS can be based on DTIMS or TWIMS separations. However, TWIMS
technology is usually applied because it allows longer path lengths than DTIMS, which presents
voltage limitations [23]. SLIM–TWIMS systems consist of two planar surfaces fabricated using printed
circuit boards and containing an array of electrodes. Ions travel through a serpentine path and are
confined due to the application of DC and RF potentials [127]. SLIM–TWIMS offers a longer drift path
than cyclic-TWIMS and, as a consequence, a larger range of mobilities can be monitored simultaneously.
Although SLIM–TWIMS ppro ches have not been directly applied to fo d analy is, it ha be n
shown to improved separations of lipid and peptide isomers [128] as well as glycans that differ in
CCS by as little as 0.2% [129], which can have potential applicability in food composition analysis and
food fingerprinting.
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4.2. Implementation of CCS in Current Analytical Workflows
The CCS parameter is closely correlated to m/z, but its use as molecular descriptor in traditional
analytical workflows has been shown to be effective in improving data processing by reducing false
positive/negative results [112,113]. Despite its potential to support compound identification, the lack
of CCS libraries is considered to be the major drawback for reaching this goal and implementing the
CCS parameter in current analytical workflows [8]. In an effort to overcome this issue, several CCS
databases have been reported in the last years [15], although they are not enough considering the
number of molecules that remain uncharacterized. In order to extend the knowledge provided by
CCS databases created experimentally, other strategies such as computational modeling and, more
recently, machine-learning based prediction have also been investigated [130]. Machine-learning
approaches are very effective for CCS prediction and are becoming very popular for generating CCS
values of molecules on a large scale because their application only takes a few seconds/minutes whereas
computational modeling is computationally intensive. For example, a machine-learning model based
on artificial neural networks (ANNs) has been developed for the CCS prediction of small molecules
selecting 205 compounds for model training, verification and blind test sets (ratio 68:16:16) [131]. This
model was subsequently applied to the analysis of ten pesticides in spinach samples, and deviations
between the observed and predicted CCS values for the protonated ions of pesticides were smaller
than 5.3%.
CCS databases are typically based on one-platform measurements and, taking into account
that CCSs are conditional values, the implementation of current libraries in other IMS platforms
already introduces uncertainty into CCS measurements [20]. Theoretically, CCS values are
platform-independent but they are influenced by several experimental parameters (i.e., E/N,
temperature, and buffer gas) as indicated above. Specifically, the nature of buffer gas has a great
influence on the CCS of molecules [132], and CCS values measured in different drift gases cannot be
directly compared, as shown for a wide variety of pesticides whose CCSs have been obtained in He,
CO2, N2O and SF6 by DTIMS [133]. Within this framework, it may actually be more appropriate to
develop standardized CCS libraries based on multiple platform measurements. Inter-platform studies
should also consider different IMS forms (i.e., DTIMS, TWIMS, TIMS) to establish if standardized
CCSs can be implemented in all of them or whether, on the contrary, DTCCS, TWCCS and TIMSCCS
values must be reported and used. In general, similar CCS values are provided by these three IMS
technologies when using the same buffer gas as observed for the sodium adduct of 25-hydroxyvitamin
D3 [134]. However, another recent study about the CCS of 35 pharmaceuticals, 64 pesticides, and
25 metabolites of pesticides has shown that, although the majority of ions present differences lower
than 1.1% between DTCCS and TWCCS values, both values cannot be compared in all cases [135].
Deviations up to 6.2% between DTCCS and TWCCS values were observed for several ions.
In the same vein, there is still a knowledge gap in the use of CCS databases and the variability
associated with CCS measurements. Recent studies have shown high repeatability over time [30,112],
and negligible impact of sample matrix on CCS values [39,113]. Despite this, the use of this parameter
for specific analytical applications regulated by guidelines requires a comprehensive assessment of
reproducibility across different laboratories and instrument types. Inter-laboratory reproducibility
has barely been evaluated, and only few studies have tackled this issue [22,112,136]. This information
is highly relevant to establish confidence intervals for CCS measurements and thresholds for their
comparison with CCS values in databases. An inter-laboratory study involving four DTIMS-platforms
have recently reported absolute bias of 0.54% to the standardized stepped field DTCCSN2 values on the
reference system [22]. Under this context, the current threshold of 2% accepted for CCS measurements
seems to be too wide and could be reduced. As a result, the number of possibilities for peak assignment
will be decreased when using the CCS for compound identification. Based on current evidence,
this threshold could potentially be reduced to at least 1–1.5% [30,112,113]. Looking ahead to the
implementation of the CCS parameter to support compound identification, a score system based on
deviations from standardized CCS values should also be developed. Scoring systems based on mass
Molecules 2019, 24, 2706 19 of 28
spectra are typically used for the putative identification of molecules, so a similar approach could be
suitable for the integration of CCS values in data processing workflows.
In addition to the standardization of CCS libraries and establishment of thresholds for CCS
measurements, there is a third issue that requires further development. CCS calibration must be carried
out in DTIMS (in single-field mode), TWIMS and TIMS systems before CCS measurements, and must
be performed under the same operational conditions applied to obtain the CCS of analytes. Until
now, there is neither consensus on the application of standardized calibration protocols nor on the
application for this purpose of primary standards, which also serve for preparing reference materials [20].
A protocol has been reported for TWIMS calibration and operation [137], but different calibration
procedures and calibrants are applied in other IMS systems. Under this context, ‘Agilent tunemix
calibration standard’ (i.e., mixture of hexakis-fluoropropoxyphosphazines) [22], poly-DL-alanine [107],
and ‘major mix IMS/ToF calibration kit’ from Waters (i.e., mixture of small molecules such as caffeine or
sulfadimethoxine, and including poly-DL-alanine) [116] are currently widely used as CCS calibrants.
Other alternative CCS calibrants such as the dextran have also been investigated for obtaining the
CCS of carbohydrates [138]. Therefore, more studies about CCS calibration are still needed since, in
the case of some classes of compounds, the accuracy of CCS measurements depends on the chemical
nature of the calibrant [139]. Within this framework, both standardized calibration procedures and
primary standards of different chemical class seem to be crucial in order to increase confidence in CCS
comparison and measurements. The development of reference materials and standardized calibration
protocols will contribute to the implementation of the CCS, but it calls for a great effort from IMS
community including IMS suppliers.
5. Conclusions and Perspectives in Food Analysis
The implementation of IMS in food science is quite new but its applicability is growing
exponentially. Nowadays, there is a wide range of methods intended for food composition, process
control, authentication, adulteration and safety analysis, covering a great variety of molecules (i.e.,
macronutrients such as proteins, lipids, carbohydrates, vitamins; micronutrients such as polyphenols;
process and biodegradation products such as biogenic amines; residues such as pesticides and veterinary
drugs; or contaminants such as toxins and environmental pollutants), and involving different IMS
forms (i.e., DTIMS, TWIMS, TIMS, FAIMS and DMS).
Stand-alone IMS instruments are portable and provide a quick response (< 30 ms), so they have
been shown to be very efficient for in situ analysis and real-monitoring, such as in food process
control where rapid decisions have to be made. It can be expected that miniaturized and portable IMS
instruments will be implemented for food analysis as already occurs in the analysis of chemical warfare
agents and drugs in airports, courts, etc. Potential applications are in situ monitoring of ripening
processes of crops, depletion of residues after veterinary treatments in farms, etc.
In many applications, stand-alone IMS approaches offer low selectivity, so they are limited to the
determination of specific compounds and usually require exhaustive sample treatments prior analysis
due to the complexity of food matrices. In order to improve selectivity, IMS is commonly coupled to
a chromatographic technique, especially GC if MS detection is not used. GC–IMS methods are very
popular for the analysis of VOC fraction of food. This approach is widely used in food authentication
where HS analysis is typically carried out. HS–GC–IMS in combination with chemometrics is broadly
applied for food fingerprinting and product discrimination according to their quality, origin, etc.
However, this strategy barely exploits the potential of the IMS technique (since it usually acts as
simple detector) and is limited by the low number of compounds that are identified (i.e., only
substances with standards available in the laboratory are identified based on their retention and drift
times). The development of GC–IM–MS strategies will give more knowledge about VOCs composition,
overcoming the current boundaries of GC–IMS approaches for food characterization and authentication.
Consequently, for example, food fermentation and decay processes will be better understood since
mass spectra will be obtained.
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The recent commercialization of hyphenated IM–MS instruments, usually as part of LC–IM–MS
platforms, has been the reason why IMS is becoming very popular in food science. IMS is extending
the current boundaries of LC–IM–MS methods by introducing an extra separation dimension that
allows the separation of isobars and isomers (not always separated in the chromatographic dimension
and undistinguished by MS) and the isolation of analytes of interest from chemical background (so
improving S/N and enhancing sensitivity). Although the correlation existing between IMS and MS
has been a topic of discussion for a long time, the applications included in this review show that
a higher number of compounds are detected by LC–IMS–MS in comparison to traditional LC–MS
workflows, which gives a more complete picture for food characterization. Moreover, the integration
of IMS provides cleaned-up chromatograms and mass spectra facilitating data interpretation.
In addition, IMS gives additional information to retention index and mass spectra of molecules
(i.e., K0, drift time, CV and/or CCS) which can ultimately be used for compound identification. Within
this framework, the CCS of molecules has acquired great relevance. Despite this parameter is correlated
to m/z, it has been shown to be useful to distinguish compounds with different chemical nature, but also
to differentiate among close chemical molecules. From a regulatory point of view, the application of the
CCS parameter for the identification of residues and contaminants in food is currently under discussion.
Nowadays, the development of open-access CCS databases (based on inter-laboratory measurements
for proposing normalized reference values), the requirement of standardized calibration procedures
and calibrants for CCS measurements, and the establishment of thresholds for CCS measurements,
are viewed as the main challenges to tackle for the implementation of CCS in food analysis. Based
on current knowledge and trends, CCS will definitely be included in current analytical workflows
to support food characterization and, probably, legally accepted as complementary information to
confirm the presence or absence of residues and contaminants in food products.
Technological developments experienced by IMS, and especially by IM–MS hyphenation, are going
to have a great impact on the implementation of this technique in the food science field. Enhancements
in Rp, currently lead by cyclic-TWIMS and SLIM–TWIMS technologies, will contribute to overcome the
challenges arise from the complexity of food matrices (i.e., high number of compounds with different
chemical nature at different concentration levels). Under this context, they will enable the discovery
of unknown food components with bioactive properties which are normally at low concentration
levels and are typically masked by isobaric and isomeric compounds or by food major components.
In addition, more complete fingerprints of food products will be achieved, providing more detailed
information for food authentication and detection of food adulteration.
Finally, the integration of IMS in current LC–MS (or GC–MS, CE–MS, SFC–MS) workflows involves
certain technical challenges for operators already working in food analysis and for whom this technique
is generally unknown. The addition of a third dimension also involves more complex data. This
issue hinders data interpretation, especially in the case of food fingerprinting where large datasets are
generated. Therefore, the development of simple benchtop LC–IM–MS platforms and user-friendly
software for IMS operation and data treatment will be crucial to the success of the implementation of
IMS in food analysis.
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44. Blaženović, I.; Shen, T.; Mehta, S.S.; Kind, T.; Ji, J.; Piparo, M.; Cacciola, F.; Mondello, L.; Fiehn, O. Increasing
compound identification rates in untargeted lipidomics research with liquid chromatography drift time-ion
mobility mass spectrometry. Anal. Chem. 2018, 90, 10758–10764. [CrossRef] [PubMed]
45. López-Morales, C.A.; Vázquez-Leyva, S.; Vallejo-Castillo, L.; Carballo-Uicab, G.; Muñoz-García, L.;
Herbet-Pucheta, J.E.; Zepeda-Vallejo, L.G.; Velasco-Velázquez, M.; Pavón, L.; Pérez-Tapia, S.M.; et al.
Determination of peptide profile consistency and safety of collagen hydrolysates as quality attributes. J. Food
Sci. 2019, 430–439. [CrossRef] [PubMed]
46. Causon, T.J.; Došen, M.; Reznicek, G.; Hann, S. Workflow development for the analysis of phenolic compounds
in wine using liquid chromatography combined with drift-tube ion mobility-mass spectrometry. LC-GC N.
Am. 2016, 34, 854–867.
47. Rodríguez-Maecker, R.; Vyhmeister, E.; Meisen, S.; Martinez Rosales, A.; Kuklya, A.; Telgheder, U.
Identification of terpenes and essential oils by means of static headspace gas chromatography-ion mobility
spectrometry. Anal. Bioanal. Chem. 2017, 409, 6595–6603. [CrossRef] [PubMed]
48. Alves, T.O.; D’Almeida, C.T.S.; Victorio, V.C.M.; Souza, G.H.M.F.; Cameron, L.C.; Ferreira, M.S.L.
Immunogenic and allergenic profile of wheat flours from different technological qualities revealed by
ion mobility mass spectrometry. J. Food Compos. Anal. 2018, 73, 67–75. [CrossRef]
49. Garrido-Delgado, R.; Dobao-Prieto, M.M.; Arce, L.; Valcárcel, M. Determination of volatile compounds by
GC-IMS to assign the quality of virgin olive oil. Food Chem. 2015, 187, 572–579. [CrossRef]
50. Guo, Y.; Chen, D.; Dong, Y.; Ju, H.; Wu, C.; Lin, S. Characteristic volatiles fingerprints and changes of
volatile compounds in fresh and dried Tricholoma matsutake Singer by HS-GC-IMS and HS-SPME-GC-MS.
J. Chromatogr. B 2018, 1099, 46–55. [CrossRef]
51. Browne, C.A.; Forbes, T.P.; Sisco, E. Detection and identification of sugar alcohol sweeteners by ion mobility
spectrometry. Anal. Methods 2016, 8, 5611–5618. [CrossRef]
52. Contreras, M.D.M.; Jurado-Campos, N.; Arce, L.; Arroyo-Manzanares, N. A robustness study of calibration
models for olive oil classification: Targeted and non-targeted fingerprint approaches based on GC-IMS. Food
Chem. 2019, 288, 315–324. [CrossRef]
53. Gerhardt, N.; Schwolow, S.; Rohn, S.; Pérez-Cacho, P.R.; Galán-Soldevilla, H.; Arce, L.; Weller, P. Quality
assessment of olive oils based on temperature-ramped HS-GC-IMS and sensory evaluation: Comparison
of different processing approaches by LDA, kNN, and SVM. Food Chem. 2019, 278, 720–728. [CrossRef]
[PubMed]
54. Liedtke, S.; Seifert, L.; Ahlmann, N.; Hariharan, C.; Franzke, J.; Vautz, W. Coupling laser desorption with gas
chromatography and ion mobility spectrometry for improved olive oil characterization. Food Chem. 2018,
255, 323–331. [CrossRef] [PubMed]
55. Li, J.; Yuan, H.; Yao, Y.; Hua, J.; Yang, Y.; Dong, C.; Deng, Y.; Wang, J.; Li, H.; Jiang, Y.; et al. Rapid volatiles
fingerprinting by dopant-assisted positive photoionization ion mobility spectrometry for discrimination and
characterization of Green Tea aromas. Talanta 2019, 191, 39–45. [CrossRef] [PubMed]
56. Lu, Y.; Guo, J.; Yu, J.; Guo, J.; Jia, X.; Liu, W.; Tian, P. Two-dimensional analysis of phenolic acids in seedling
roots by high performance liquid chromatography electrospray ionization-ion mobility spectrometry. Anal.
Methods 2019, 11, 610–617. [CrossRef]
57. Struwe, W.B.; Baldauf, C.; Hofmann, J.; Rudd, P.M.; Pagel, K. Ion mobility separation of deprotonated
oligosaccharide isomers—Evidence for gas-phase charge migration. Chem. Commum. 2016, 12353–12356.
[CrossRef] [PubMed]
58. Venter, P.; Muller, M.; Vestner, J.; Stander, M.A.; Tredoux, A.G.J.; Pasch, H.; De Villiers, A. Comprehensive
three-dimensional LC × LC × ion mobility spectrometry separation combined with high-resolution MS for
the analysis of complex samples. Anal. Chem. 2018, 90, 11643–11650. [CrossRef] [PubMed]
59. Stephan, S.; Jakob, C.; Hippler, J.; Schmitz, O.J. A novel four-dimensional analytical approach for analysis of
complex samples. Anal. Bioanal. Chem. 2016, 408, 3751–3759. [CrossRef]
Molecules 2019, 24, 2706 24 of 28
60. Zhang, H.; Jiang, J.M.; Zheng, D.; Yuan, M.; Wang, Z.Y.; Zhang, H.M.; Zheng, C.W.; Xiao, L.B.; Xu, H.X. A
multidimensional analytical approach based on time-decoupled online comprehensive two-dimensional
liquid chromatography coupled with ion mobility quadrupole time-of-flight mass spectrometry for the
analysis of ginsenosides from white and red ginsengs. J. Pharm. Biomed. Anal. 2019, 163, 24–33. [CrossRef]
61. Lipok, C.; Hippler, J.; Schmitz, O.J. A four dimensional separation method based on continuous heart-cutting
gas chromatography with ion mobility and high resolution mass spectrometry. J. Chromatogr. A 2018, 1536,
50–57. [CrossRef]
62. McCullagh, M.; Douce, D.; Hoeck, V.; Goscinny, S. Exploring the complexity of steviol glycosides analysis
using ion mobility mass spectrometry. Anal. Chem. 2018, 90, 4585–4595. [CrossRef]
63. Karpas, Z.; Guamán, A.V.; Pardo, A.; Marco, S. Comparison of the performance of three ion mobility
spectrometers for measurement of biogenic amines. Anal. Chim. Acta 2013, 758, 122–129. [CrossRef]
[PubMed]
64. Cohen, G.; Rudnik, D.D.; Laloush, M.; Yakir, D.; Karpas, Z. A novel method for determination of histamine
in tuna fish by ion mobility spectrometry. Food Anal. Methods 2015, 8, 2376–2382. [CrossRef]
65. Cheng, S.; Li, H.; Jiang, D.; Chen, C.; Zhang, T.; Li, Y.; Wang, H.; Zhou, Q.; Li, H.; Tan, M. Sensitive detection
of trimethylamine based on dopant-assisted positive photoionization ion mobility spectrometry. Talanta
2017, 162, 398–402. [CrossRef] [PubMed]
66. Parchami, R.; Kamalabadi, M.; Alizadeh, N. Determination of biogenic amines in canned fish samples using
head-space solid phase microextraction based on nanostructured polypyrrole fiber coupled to modified
ionization región ion mobility spectrometry. J. Chromatogr. A 2017, 1481, 37–43. [CrossRef] [PubMed]
67. Zarpas, Z.; Guamán, A.V.; Calvo, D.; Pardo, A.; Marco, S. The potential of ion mobility spectrometry (IMS)
for detection of 2,4,6-trichloroanisole (2,4,6-TCA) in wine. Talanta 2012, 93, 200–205. [CrossRef]
68. Kamalabadi, M.; Ghaemi, E.; Mohammadi, A.; Alizadeh, N. Determination of furfural and
hydroxymethylfurfural from baby formula using headspace microextraction base don nanostrutured
polypyrrole fiber coupled with ion mobility spectrometry. Food Chem. 2015, 181, 72–77. [CrossRef]
69. Garrido-Delgado, R.; Dobao-Prieto, M.M.; Arce, L.; Aguilar, J.; Cumplido, J.L.; Valcárcel, M. Ion mobility
spectrometry versus classical physico-chemical analysis for assessing the shelf life of extra virgin olive oil
according to container type and storage conditions. J. Agric. Food Chem. 2015, 63, 2179–2188. [CrossRef]
70. Tzschoppe, M.; Haase, H.; Höhnisch, M.; Jaros, D.; Rohm, H. Using ion mobility spectrometry for screening
the autoxidation of peanuts. Food Control. 2016, 64, 17–21. [CrossRef]
71. Raatikainen, O.; Reinikainen, V.; Minkkinen, P.; Ritvanen, T.; Muje, P.; Pursiainen, J.; Hiltunen, T.; Hyvönen, P.;
Von Wright, A.; Reinikainen, S.-P. Multivariate modelling of fish freshness index based on ion mobility
spectrometry measurements. Anal. Chim. Acta 2005, 544, 128–134. [CrossRef]
72. Cavanna, D.; Zanardi, S.; Dall’Asta, C.; Suman, M. Ion mobility spectrometry coupled to gas chromatography:
A rapid tool to assess eggs freshness. Food Chem. 2019, 271, 691–696. [CrossRef]
73. Tang, Z.-S.; Zeng, X.-A.; Brennan, M.A.; Han, Z.; Niu, D.; Huo, Y. Characterization of aroma profile and
characteristic aromas during lychee wine fermentation. J. Food Process. Preserv. 2019, in press. [CrossRef]
74. Halbfeld, C.; Ebert, B.E.; Blank, L.M. Multi-capillary column-ion mobility spectrometry of volatile metabolites
emitted by Saccharomyces Cerevisiae. Metabolites 2014, 4, 751–774. [CrossRef] [PubMed]
75. Gloess, A.N.; Yeretzian, C.; Knochenmuss, R.; Groessl, M. On-line analysis of coffee roasting with ion mobility
spectrometry-mass spectrometry (IMS-MS). Int. J. Mass Spectrom. 2018, 424, 49–57. [CrossRef]
76. Danezis, G.P.; Tsagkaris, A.S.; Camin, F.; Brusic, V.; Georgiou, C.A. Food authentication: Techniques, trends
& emerging approaches. TrAC Trends Anal. Chem. 2016, 85, 123–132. [CrossRef]
77. Cubero-Leon, E.; Peñalver, R.; Maquet, A. Review on metabolomics for food authentication. Food Res. Int.
2014, 60, 95–107. [CrossRef]
78. Causon, T.J.; Ivanova-Petropulos, V.; Petrusheva, D.; Bogeva, E.; Hann, S. Fingerprinting of traditionally
produced red wines using liquid chromatography combined with drift tube ion mobility-mass spectrometry.
Anal. Chim. Acta 2019, 1052, 179–189. [CrossRef] [PubMed]
79. Garrido-Delgado, R.; Mercader-Trejo, F.; Sielemann, S.; de Bruyn, W.; Arce, L.; Valcárcel, M. Direct classification
of olive oils by using two types of ion mobility spectrometers. Anal. Chim. Acta 2011, 696, 108–115. [CrossRef]
80. Gerhardt, N.; Birkenmeier, M.; Sanders, D.; Rohn, S.; Weller, P. Resolution-optimized headspace gas
chromatography-ion mobility spectrometry (HS-GC-IMS) for non-targeted olive oil profiling. Anal. Bianal.
Chem. 2017, 409, 3933–3942. [CrossRef] [PubMed]
Molecules 2019, 24, 2706 25 of 28
81. Arroyo-Manzanares, N.; Martín-Gómez, A.; Jurado-Campos, N.; Garrido-Delgado, R.; Arce, C.; Arce, L.
Target vs spectral fingerprint data analysis of Iberian ham samples for avoiding labelling fraud using
headspace– gas chromatography—ion mobility spectrometry. Food Chem. 2018, 246, 65–73. [CrossRef]
[PubMed]
82. Martín-Gómez, A.; Arroyo-Manzanares, N.; Rodríguez-Estévez, V.; Arce, L. Use of a non-destructive sampling
method for characterization of Iberian cured ham breed and feeding regime using GC-IMS. Meat Sci. 2019,
146–154. [CrossRef]
83. Garrido-Delgado, R.; Arce, L.; Guamán, A.V.; Pardo, A.; Marco, S.; Valcárcel, M. Direct coupling of a
gas-liquid separator to an ion mobility spectrometer for the classification of different white wines using
chemometrics tools. Talanta 2011, 84, 471–479. [CrossRef] [PubMed]
84. Gerhardt, N.; Birkenmeier, M.; Schwolow, S.; Rohn, S.; Weller, P. Volatile-compound fingerprinting by
headspace-gas-chromatography ion-mobility spectrometry (HS-GC-IMS) as a benchtop alternative to 1H
NMR profiling for assessment of the authenticity of honey. Anal. Chem. 2018, 90, 1777–1785. [CrossRef]
[PubMed]
85. Wang, X.; Yang, S.; He, J.; Chen, L.; Zhang, J.; Jin, Y.; Zhou, J.; Zhang, Y. A green triple-locked strategy
based on volatile-compound imaging, chemometrics, and markers to discriminate winter honey and sapium
honey using headspace gas chromatography-ion mobility spectrometry. Food Res. Int. 2019, 119, 960–967.
[CrossRef] [PubMed]
86. Chen, T.; Chen, X.; Lu, D.; Chen, B. Detection of adulteration in canola oil by using GC-IMS and chemometric
analysis. Int. J. Anal. Chem. 2018, 2018, 3160265. [CrossRef] [PubMed]
87. Othman, A.; Goggin, K.A.; Tahir, N.I.; Brodrick, E.; Singh, R.; Sambanthamurthi, R.; Parveez, K.A.;
Davies, A.N.; Murad, A.J.; Muhammad, N.H.; et al. Use of headspace-gas chromatography-ion mobility
spectrometry to detect volatile fingerprints of palm fibre oil and sludge palm oil in samples of crude palm
oil. BMC Res. Notes 2019, 12, 229. [CrossRef] [PubMed]
88. Garrido-Delgado, R.; Muñoz-Pérez, E.; Arce, L. Detection of adulteration in extra virgin olive oils by using
UV-IMS and chemometric analysis. Food Control. 2018, 85, 292–299. [CrossRef]
89. Zhang, L.; Shuai, Q.; Li, P.; Zhang, Q.; Ma, F.; Zhang, W.; Ding, X. Ion mobility spectrometry fingerprints: A
rapid detection technology for adulteration of sesame oil. Food Chem. 2016, 192, 60–66. [CrossRef]
90. Shuai, Q.; Zhang, L.; Li, P.; Zhang, Q.; Wang, X.; Ding, X.; Zhang, W. Rapid adulteration detection for flaxseed
oil using ion mobility spectrometry and chemometric methods. Anal. Methods 2014, 6, 9575–9580. [CrossRef]
91. Khademi, S.M.S.; Telgheder, U.; Valadbeigi, Y.; Ilbeigi, V.; Tabrizchi, M. Direct detection of glyphosate in
drinking water using corona-discharge ion mobility spectrometry: A theoretical and experimental study.
Int. J. Mass Spectrom. 2019, 442, 29–34. [CrossRef]
92. European Commission. Guidance Document on Analytical Quality Control and Method Validation Procedures for
Pesticides Residues Analysis in Food and Feed; SANTE/11813/2017; European Commission: Brussels, Belgium,
2017.
93. European Commission. Commission Decision (EEC) 2002/657/EC. Off. J. Eur. Commun. 2002, L221, 8.
94. European Commission. Guidance Document on Identification of Mycotoxins in Food and Feed; SANTE/12089
/2016; European Commission: Brussels, Belgium, 2016.
95. Wageningen University & Research. Available online: https://www.wur.nl/upload_mm/e/6/e/0d3c53a2-28b8-
4e4d-a436-b84cf471f20e_20181015-9%20Revision%202002-657%20confirmation%20criteria.pdf (accessed on
24 July 2019).
96. Weickhardt, C.; Kaiser, N.; Borsdorf, H. Ion mobility spectrometry of laser desorbed pesticides from fruit
surfaces. Int. J. Ion. Mobil. Spectrom. 2012, 15, 55–62. [CrossRef]
97. Armenta, S.; de la Guardia, M.; Abad-Fuentes, A.; Abad-Somovilla, A.; Esteve-Turrillas, F.A. Off-line
coupling of multidimensional immunoaffinity chromatography and ion mobility spectrometry: A promising
partnership. J. Chromatogr. A 2015, 1426, 110–117. [CrossRef] [PubMed]
98. Sheibani, A.; Tabrizchi, M.; Ghaziaskar, H.S. Determination of aflatoxins B1 and B2 using ion mobility
spectrometry. Talanta 2008, 75, 233–238. [CrossRef] [PubMed]
99. Aria, A.A.; Sorribes-Soriano, A.; Jafari, M.T.; Nourbakhsh, F.; Esteve-Turrilas, F.A.; Armenta, S.;
Herrero-Martínez, J.M.; de la Guardia, M. Uptake and translocation monitoring of imidacloprid to chili and
tomato plants by molecularly imprinting extraction—Ion mobility spectrometry. Microchem. J. 2019, 144,
195–202. [CrossRef]
Molecules 2019, 24, 2706 26 of 28
100. Saraji, M.; Jafari, M.T.; Mossaddegh, M. Carbon nanotubes@silicon dioxide nanohybrids coating for
solid-phase microextraction of organophosphorus pesticides followed by gas chromatography-corona
discharge ion mobility spectrometric detection. J. Chromatogr. A 2016, 30–39. [CrossRef] [PubMed]
101. Kermani, M.; Jafari, M.; Saraji, M. Porous magnetized carbon sheet nanocomposites for dispersive solid-phase
microextraction of organophosphorus pesticides prior to analysis by gas chromatography-ion mobility
spectrometry. Microchim. Acta 2019, 186, 88. [CrossRef] [PubMed]
102. McCooeye, M.; Kolakowski, B.; Boison, J.; Mester, Z. Evaluation of high-field asymmetric waveform ion
mobility spectrometry mass spectrometry for the analysis of the mycotoxin zearalenone. Anal. Chim. Acta
2008, 627, 112–116. [CrossRef] [PubMed]
103. Xu, Z.; Li, J.; Chen, A.; Ma, X.; Yang, S. A new retrospective, multi-evidence veterinary drug screening
method using drift tube ion mobility mass spectrometry. Rapid Commun. Mass Spectrom. 2018, 32, 1141–1148.
[CrossRef]
104. Ahmed, E.; Kabir, K.M.M.; Wang, H.; Xiao, D.; Fletcher, J.; Donald, W.A. Rapid separation of isomeric
perfluoroalkyl substances by high-resolution differential ion mobility mass spectrometry. Anal. Chim. Acta
2019, 1058, 127–135. [CrossRef]
105. Beach, D.G.; Melanson, J.E.; Purves, R.W. Analyis of paralytic shellfish toxins using high-field asymmetric
waveform ion mobility spectrometry with liquid chromatography-mass spectrometry. Anal. Bioanal. Chem.
2015, 407, 2473–2484. [CrossRef]
106. Poyer, S.; Loutelier-Bourhis, C.; Coadou, G.; Mondeguer, F.; Enche, J.; Bossée, A.; Hess, P.; Afonso, C.
Identification and separation of saxitoxins using hydrophilic interaction liquid chromatography coupled to
travelling wave ion mobility-mass spectrometry. J. Mass Spectrom. 2015, 50, 175–181. [CrossRef] [PubMed]
107. Beucher, L.; Dervilly-Pinel, G.; Prévost, S.; Monteau, F.; Le Bizec, B. Determination of a large set ofβ-adrenergic
agonists in animal matrices based on ion mobility and mass separations. Anal. Chem. 2015, 87, 9234–9242.
[CrossRef] [PubMed]
108. Zheng, X.; Dupuis, K.T.; Aly, N.A.; Zhou, Y.; Smith, F.B.; Tang, K.; Smith, R.D.; Baker, E.S. Utilizing ion mobility
spectrometry and mass spectrometry for the analysis of polyciyclic aromatic hydrocarbons, polychlorinated
biphenyls, polybrominated diphenyl ethers and their metabolites. Anal. Chim. Acta 2018, 1037, 265–273.
[CrossRef] [PubMed]
109. Varesio, E.; Le Blanc, J.C.Y.; Hopfgartner, G. Real-time 2D separation by LC x differential ion mobility
hyphenated to mass spectrometry. Anal. Bioanal. Chem. 2012, 402, 2555–2564. [CrossRef] [PubMed]
110. Beach, D.G.; Kerrin, E.S.; Quilliam, M.A. Selective quantitation of the neurotoxin BMAA by use of
hydrophilic-interaction liquid chromatography-differential mobility spectrometry-tandem mass spectrometry
(HILIC-DMS-MS/MS). Anal. Bioanal. Chem. 2015, 407, 8397–8409. [CrossRef] [PubMed]
111. Goscinny, S.; Joly, L.; De Pauw, E.; Hanot, V.; Eppe, G. Travelling-wave ion mobility time-of-flight mass
spectrometry as an alternative strategy for screening of multi-class pesticides in fruits and vegetables.
J. Chromatogr. A 2015, 1405, 85–93. [CrossRef] [PubMed]
112. Goscinny, S.; McCullagh, M.; Far, J.; De Pauw, E.; Eppe, G. Towards the use of ion mobility mass spectrometry
derived collision cross section as a screening approach for unambiguous identification of targeted pesticides
in food. Rapid Commun. Mass Spectrom. 2019, 33, 34–48. [CrossRef]
113. Regueiro, J.; Negreira, N.; Berntssen, M.H.G. Ion-mobility-derived collision cross section as an additional
identification point for multiresidue screening of pesticides in fish feed. Anal. Chem. 2016, 88, 11169–11177.
[CrossRef]
114. Hines, K.M.; Ross, D.H.; Davidson, K.L.; Bush, M.F.; Xu, L. Large-scale structural characterization of drug
and drug-like compounds by high-throughput ion mobility-mass spectrometry. Anal. Chem. 2017, 89,
9023–9030. [CrossRef]
115. Hernández-Mesa, M.; Le Bizec, B.; Monteau, F.; García-Campaña, A.M.; Dervilly-Pinel, G. Collision Cross
Section (CCS) database: An additional measure to characterize steroids. Anal. Chem. 2018, 90, 4616–4625.
[CrossRef]
116. Tejada-Casado, C.; Hernández-Mesa, M.; Monteau, F.; Lara, F.J.; del Olmo-Iruela, M.; García-Campaña, A.M.;
Le Bizec, B.; Dervilly-Pinel, G. Collision cross section (CCS) as a complementary parameter to characterize
human and veterinary drugs. Anal. Chim. Acta 2018, 1043, 52–63. [CrossRef] [PubMed]
Molecules 2019, 24, 2706 27 of 28
117. Righetti, L.; Bergmann, A.; Galaverna, G.; Rolfsson, O.; Paglia, G.; Dall’Asta, C. Ion mobility-derived collision
cross section database: Application to mycotoxin analysis. Anal. Chim. Acta 2018, 1014, 50–57. [CrossRef]
[PubMed]
118. Righetti, L.; Fenclova, M.; Dellafiora, L.; Hajslova, J.; Stranska-Zachariasova, M.; Dall’Asta, C. High
resolution-ion mobility mass spectrometry as an additional powerful tool for structural characterization of
mycotoxin metabolites. Food Chem. 2018, 245, 768–771. [CrossRef] [PubMed]
119. Bauer, A.; Luetjohann, J.; Hanschen, F.S.; Schreiner, M.; Kuballa, J.; Jantzen, E.; Rohn, S. Identification and
characterization of pesticide metabolites in Brassica species by liquid chromatography travelling wave ion
mobility quadrupole time-of-flight mass spectrometry (UPLC-TWIMS-QTOF-MS). Food Chem. 2018, 244,
292–303. [CrossRef] [PubMed]
120. Dodds, J.N.; May, J.C.; McLean, J.A. Correlating resolving power, resolution, and collision cross section:
Unifying cross-platform assessment of separation efficiency in ion mobility spectrometry. Anal. Chem. 2019,
89, 12176–12184. [CrossRef] [PubMed]
121. Deng, L.; Webb, I.K.; Garimella, S.V.B.; Hamid, A.M.; Zheng, X.; Norheim, R.V.; Prost, S.A.; Anderson, G.A.;
Sandoval, J.A.; Baker, E.S.; et al. Serpentine ultralong path with extended routing (SUPER) high resolution
traveling wave ion mobility-MS using structures for lossless ion manipulations. Anal. Chem. 2017, 89,
4628–4634. [CrossRef] [PubMed]
122. Merenbloom, S.I.; Glaskin, R.S.; Henson, Z.B.; Clemmer, D.E. High-resolution ion cyclotron mobility
spectrometry. Anal. Chem. 2009, 81, 1482–1487. [CrossRef] [PubMed]
123. Glaskin, R.S.; Ewing, M.A.; Clemmer, D.E. Ion trapping for ion mobility spectrometry measurements in a
cyclical drift tube. Anal. Chem. 2013, 85, 7003–7008. [CrossRef]
124. Giles, K.; Wildgoose, J.; Pringle, S.; Garside, J.; Carney, P.; Nixon, P.; Langridge, D. Design and utility of a
multi-pass cyclic ion mobility separator. In Annual Conference Proceedings; ASMS: Baltimore, MD, USA, 2014.
125. Ujma, J.; Ropartz, D.; Giles, K.; Richardson, K.; Langridge, D.; Wildgoose, J.; Green, M. Cyclic ion mobility
mass spectrometry distinguishes anomers and open-ring forms of pentasaccharides. J. Am. Soc. Mass
Spectrom. 2019, 30, 1028–1037. [CrossRef]
126. McCullagh, M.; Giles, K.; Richardson, K.; Stead, S.; Palmer, M. Investigations into the performance of travelling
wave enabled conventional and cyclic ion mobility systems to characterize protomers of fluoroquinolone
antibiotic residues. Rapid Commun. Mass Spectrom. 2019, 33, 11–21. [CrossRef]
127. Hamid, A.M.; Ibrahim, Y.M.; Garimella, S.V.B.; Webb, I.K.; Deng, L.; Chen, T.-C.; Anderson, G.A.; Prost, S.A.;
Norheim, R.V.; Tolmachev, A.V.; et al. Characterization of traveling wave ion mobility separations in
structures for lossless ion manipulations. Anal. Chem. 2015, 87, 11301–11308. [CrossRef] [PubMed]
128. Deng, L.; Ibrahim, Y.M.; Baker, E.S.; Aly, N.A.; Hamid, A.M.; Zhang, X.; Zheng, X.; Garimella, S.V.B.;
Webb, I.K.; Prost, S.A.; et al. Ion mobility separations of isomers based upon long path length structures for
lossless ion manipulations combined with mass spectrometry. ChemistrySelect 2016, 1, 2396–2399. [CrossRef]
[PubMed]
129. Faleh, A.B.; Warnke, S.; Rizzo, T.R. Combining ultrahigh-resolution ion-mobility spectrometry with cryogenic
infrared spectroscopy for the analysis of glycan mixtures. Anal. Chem. 2019, 91, 4876–4882. [CrossRef]
[PubMed]
130. Zhou, Z.; Tu, J.; Zhu, Z.-J. Advancing the large-scale CCS database for metabolomics and lipidomics at the
machine-learning era. Curr. Opin. Chem. Biol. 2018, 42, 34–41. [CrossRef] [PubMed]
131. Bijlsma, L.; Bade, R.; Celma, A.; Mullin, L.; Cleland, G.; Stead, S.; Hernandez, F.; Sancho, J.V. Prediction of
collision cross-section values for small molecules: Application to pesticide residue analysis. Anal. Chem.
2017, 89, 6583–6589. [CrossRef] [PubMed]
132. Morris, C.B.; May, J.C.; Leaptrot, K.L.; McLean, J.A. Evaluating separation selectivity and collision cross
section measurement reproducibility in helium, nitrogen, argon, and carbon dioxide drift gases for drift tube
ion mobility-mass spectrometry. J. Am. Soc. Mass Spectrom. 2019, 30, 1059–1068. [CrossRef] [PubMed]
133. Kurulugama, R.T.; Darland, E.; Kuhlmann, F.; Stafford, G.; Fjeldsted, J. Evaluation of drift gas selection in
complex sample analysis using a high performance drift tube ion mobility-QTOF mass spectrometer. Analyst
2015, 140, 6834–6844. [CrossRef]
Molecules 2019, 24, 2706 28 of 28
134. Oranzi, N.R.; Kemperman, R.H.J.; Wei, M.S.; Petkovska, V.I.; Granato, S.W.; Rochon, B.; Kaszycki, J.;
La Rotta, A.; Jeanne Dit Fouque, K.; Fernandez-Lima, F.; et al. Measuring the integrity of gas-phase
conformers of sodiated 25-hydroxyvitamin d3 by drift tube, traveling wave, trapped, and high-field
asymmetric ion mobility. Anal. Chem. 2019, 91, 4092–4099. [CrossRef]
135. Hinnenkamp, V.; Klein, J.; Mecklmann, S.W.; Balsaa, P.; Schmidt, T.C.; Schmitz, O.J. Comparison of CCS
values determined by traveling wave ion mobility mass spectrometry and drift tube ion mobility mass
spectrometry. Anal. Chem. 2018, 90, 12042–12050. [CrossRef]
136. Paglia, G.; Williams, J.P.; Menikarachchi, L.; Thompson, J.W.; Tyldesley-Worster, R.; Halldórson, S.;
Rolfsson, O.; Moseley, A.; Grant, D.; Langridge, J.; et al. Ion mobility derived collision cross sections
to support metabolomics applications. Anal. Chem. 2014, 86, 3985–3993. [CrossRef]
137. Paglia, G.; Astarita, G. Metabolomics and lipidomics using traveling-wave ion mobility mass spectrometry.
Nat. Protoc. 2017, 12, 797–813. [CrossRef] [PubMed]
138. Hofmann, J.; Struwe, W.B.; Scarff, C.A.; Scrivens, J.H.; Harvey, D.J.; Pagel, K. Estimating collision cross
sections of negatively charged n-glycans using traveling wave ion mobility-mass spectrometry. Anal. Chem.
2014, 86, 10789–10795. [CrossRef] [PubMed]
139. Hines, K.M.; May, J.C.; McLean, J.A.; Xu, L. Evaluation of collision cross section calibrants for structural
analysis of lipids by travelling wave ion mobility-mass spectrometry. Anal. Chem. 2016, 88, 7329–7336.
[CrossRef] [PubMed]
© 2019 by the authors. Licensee MDPI, Basel, Switzerland. This article is an open access
article distributed under the terms and conditions of the Creative Commons Attribution
(CC BY) license (http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0/).
